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ABSTRACT

- Two groups of students registered in the fall and

spring semesters, xespectively, of an undergraduate histoxry course
taught by the same instructor, evaluated the course by means of the
Illinois Course Evaluation Questionnaire. .Students registered in the
spring were informed that the results of the evaluation would be used
for consideration of the promotion and advancement of the instructor,
‘'while students registered in the fall were not provided this
information. .The 224 results indicated that students who were given
this information rated the course more favorably on all aspects than
~students lacking this information..The results do suggest that the
instructions and the information about the aims of a course
evaluation that students are provided prior to the completion of an
evaluation are important wariables that will have to be considered in
future administration of any course evaluation.. (Author)
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Abstract
Two groups of students registeréd in the fall and spring semesters,

respectively, of an undergraduate history course taught by the same instructor,
evaluated the course by means of the Illinois Course Evaluation Questionnaire.
Students registered in the spring were informed that the results of the evaluation
would be used for consideration of the promotion and advancement of the instructor,
while students registered in the fall were not provided this infotﬁation. The
results indicated that students who were given this information rated the course

more favorably on all aspects than students lacking this information.



THE EFFECT OF DIFFERENT SETS OF INSTRUCTIONS

ON STUDENT COURSE AND INSTRUCTOR EVALUATION!

Lawrence M. Aleamoni and Pamela Z. liexner

In the mad rush to make courses "relevant" and mect new demands of
accountability, colleges and universities have prdposéd many methods of
evaluating the -effectiveness of instruction. Such proposalslgenerally
indicate that many elements of the instructional setting need to be
evaluated by several different audiences. Unfortunately, most proposals
that are operationalized rest solely on the use of student ratings of
"teachers and informal colleague opinions. That students are ablejto
provide reliable énd valid evaluations of instructional quality hzs come
to be recognized (Cpstin, Greenough,'& Menges, 1971; Aleamoni, 1972a).
Much of the research on student rating of teachers has been concerned

with the effecf of different variables on tﬁese ratings. Perhaps the
variable of greatest interest has been the grade received or expected by
the student raters. Several studies have reported no relationship between
students'patingsof instructors and their expected or actual grades (e.g.,
Bendig, 1953a; Cohen & Humghreys, 1960; Remmers, 1928, 1930, 1939, 1960).
Other investigators have found significant positive relationships between
students' grades and their evaluation of instructors (e.g., Anikeef, 1953;
Spencer & Aleamoni, 1969; ﬁeaver, 1969). Usually, the magnitude of the
relationships are small, seldom exceeding .30 (Spencer & Aleamoni, 1969) or

ranging from .23 to .32 (Caffrey, 1969). ' ;

! The authors are indebted to Professor Robert A. Waller for cooperating
in obtaining the data on his two history courses.
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| In a recent review of the literature, Costin, Greenough and lenges (1971)
have enumeratéd some variables found to affect instructor evaluation:

1. The rank of the instructor. :[Full professors have tended to
receive a higher rating than:other ranks (Downie, 1952; Gage,
1261).]

2. The level of study completed by the student raters. [Although
some studies have not found any differences in evaluation for
students in different college years (Guthrie, 1954; Heilﬁan
& Armentrout, 1936; Stewart & Melpasé, 1966; Rayder, 1968),
other investigators (Clark & Keller, 1954; Downie, 1952; Gage,
1961; Lovell & Haner, 1955) have fopnd that more advanced
students terided to give morxe favorable ratings than less
advanced students and graduate students have evaluated
instructors more favorably than undergraduates (Remmers &
Elliott, 1949).] ‘ /

3. Vhether a course was a required course or an elective, [Teachers
of required courses have been found to receive lower ratings
than teachers of electives (Gage, 1961; Lovell & Haner, 1955).)

4. UWhether a course belonged to the major area of study of the
rater.'{There was a tendency for majors to give more favorable
ratings thanlnon—majors (Cohen & Humphreys, 1960).)

Another set of variables have sﬁown little relationship to an instructor's
evaluation: (a) the difficulty of the courée (Pemmers, 1928); (b) the sex
of student raters énd of instructors (Bendig, 1953b; Caffrey, 1969; Downie,
1952; Elliotf, 1950; Heilman & Armentrout, 1936; Lovell & Haner, 1955; Remmers,

1939); and {c) the popularity in extraclass activities of the teacher (Remmers,
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1928; 1960). The teacher's research productivity ar- his judged teaching
effectiveness have not been found to be rclated (Aleamoni & Yimer, 1972; Guthrie,
1949, 1954; Hayes, 1971; Voeks, 1962), although the relationship way vary if
authorship of books or that of articles is considered (}cDaniel & Feldhusen,
1970). The relationship between size of class and rating is not clear. Some
researchers (e.g., Heilman & Armentrout, 1936; Lovell and Haner, 19535) have
provided support for this relationship while others such as Goodhartz (1948),
Graham (1972), and Guthrie (1954) have failed to fiud evidence for it.

One variable which has not been examined is the information available
to. students concerning the purpose of the rating when they are requested
to complete a course evaluation form. Such information may be provided by
the administrator of the questionnaire or may be the result of hearsay or
comments made by fellow students at some time in the past. A questionnaire
designed to elicit opinions about student ratings of instructcrs was ad-
ministered to 404 students envoll:d in psychology courses at the University
of Illinois. A substantial percentage (45%) of the students believed that the
results of ratings would affect é teacher'shfuture classroom behavior but many
(59%) doubted that it would affect the teacher's s:atus or advarcement (Costin,
Greenough, & lenges, 1971).” An’important issue fZised by.these. findings is whether
student ratings of instructors are affected by what is perceived to be the
ultimate use of student ratings. The present study addresses itself to
this question: Would students who were told that the results of the eval-
vation were to be usedvto determine the salary and the promotion of the
instructor respond differentliy on a course evaluation form than students
who were not given this information? It was hypothesized that students who
were provided with éuchwinformation would rate the instructc.: more favorably

than students lacking this inforuation.
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Method

Subjects

The éubjects who participated in the study were two groups of under-
graduate students who were enrolled in a history course, taught by the
same instructor, during the fall 1971 semester and the spring 1972 semester
and who completed a course evaluation form. One hundred and sixty-four of
the 277 students who were enrolled in the fall semester and 80 of the 193
students who were registered in the spring semester completed the ques-~
tionnaire.

The percentage composition of each of the classes, based on those

who completed the evaluation, is as follous:

Freshman Sophomore anior Senior Graduate
Fall 29 21 09 02 00
Spring 38 32 - 14 15 00

Thirty-eight perceﬂt of the fall students and one percent of the spring
students omitted the question on status. One percent of the fall students
marked the "other" category.

The corresponding composition fér the entire group of students registered

for the course is presented below:

Freshman Sophomore Junior . Senior Graduate
Fall - 43 31 15 11 go
Spring 34 30 18 18 00

A %2 test to compare sample and population distributions was performed
separately foxr each semester {(Only the categories of Freshman, Sophomore, Junior
and Senlor were considered.). Weither for the fall (x? = 6.68, v = 3, p > ,05)

nor for the spring (x2 = 1.43, v = 3, p > .50) were there any significant
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differences in composition between those students who completed the ques-
.tionnaire and the whole group of students who were registered for the course.
Thus, in terms of the level of study, each sample that evaluated the course
is considered representative of the entire group of students registered in the
conrse for that particular semester.
Materials

e questionnaire that was used to evaluate the course was the
Illinois Course Evaluaticn Questionnaire (CEQ).‘ The CEQ was developed
to "elieit student opinions about a standardized set of statements
relative to certain standardized aspects of an instructional program"
(Spencer & Aleamoni, 1969). The CEQ consists of fifty items. The
reliability of the total test has been calculated as .93 using a Spearmen-
Brown correlation corrected for length (Spencer & Aleamoni, 1970) and .98
using Cronbach's o on more recent data (Gillmore, 1973). The Zifty items
of the CEQ are grouped into six subscores. Five of the subscores were
developed by factor analysis and the sixth consists of items that did nct
load highly on the other factors but were retained because of their special
interest to faculty memebers. The six subscores are presented in Table 1.

Table 1

Definition of the Six Subscores

Number Subscore No. of Items
1 General Course Attitude 8
2 Method of Imstruction 8
3 Course Content 8
4 Interest and Attention 8
5 Instructor | . 8

Specific Ttems 10
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The product-moment correlations between the subscores usually range
from .46 to .77. The CEQ is printed on machine-=gcorable answer sheets.
There are four i1esponse positions for each question: Strongly agree, agree,
disagree, and strongly disagree. The items are either stated negatively
or positively. For positive statements a weight of 4, 3, 2, and 1 is.assigned,
respectively, for the response position, while for negatively worded statements,
the reverse is true.

Procedure

The CEQ was administered to each'group of students during the last
week of each semester. Thé final examination for the course had not yet
taken place. In the fall the instcuctor read to the students a set of
standard instructions for marking the CEQ forms. These instructions per—
tain to procedural aspects of filling in tﬁe questionnaire (e.g., inserting
the course code number and using pencil only) but do not include a descrip;ion
of the CEQ or its purpose. Before administering the questionnaire in the
spring, the instructor provided the students with information about the CEQ.
Its purpose was described as "to help your instructor, department, or
college determine your attitudes, interests, and opinioné related to this
course and the way the course material was presented.” l"‘...t:hl.'ough proce=-
dures such as these, improvements in instruction, course material and methods
of teaching may occur.” Moreover, the students were told that the results
would be used "...for salary and promotion consideration of your instructor
by his department head." The set of standard instructions followed. For
both administrations of the questionnaire, the students were instructed not

to mark their student number, in order to assure anonymity.
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Results

Before analyzing the students’ reéponses on the CEQ, a comparison was
made of the tﬁo groups of students, to determine if they differed from each
other. The students were compared on seven measures~-four ACT (American
College Testing Program) scores, two SCAT (School and College Ability Tests)
scorés, and High School Percentile Rank. The ACT battery consists of four
examinations--English Usage, HMathematics Usage, Social Sciences Reading, and
Natural Sciences Reading. The aim of the tests is to measure as directly
as passible the abilities that the student will need to 2pply in his college
course work. The SCAT tests measure verbal ability, or understanding of
words, and mathematical ability, or understanding of fundamental number
operations. ACT scores, SCAT scores, and High School Percentile Rank are
used to p}edict success in college.

Complete sets of scores were obtained for 241 of the 277 students
enrolied in the fall semester and for 163 of the 193 students enrolled
in the spring semester. A discriminant analysis perfoirmed on the seven
scores revealed that the differénce between the two groups just weached
significance (F = 2.04, df = 7,396, p = .05). The discriminant f.nction is

presented below:

V (normalized) = .38084x; - .17698x, + ,36721x3 ~ .80509x, + .1u536x5

- .02973xg + .03970x,
V (standardized) = 30.924x; - 20.519x> + 36.427x3 - 81.3%xy + 34.346xs

-~ 5,7025x¢g + 12.525x%7

where the x's in order of occurrence are: ACT English Usage, ACT Mathematics

Usage, ACT Social Sciences Reading, ACT Watural Sciences Reading, SCAT Verbal
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Ability, SCAT Quantitiative Ability, and High School Percentile Rank. The
means for the two groups on the discriminant function are -.13 for the spring
and 1.28 for the fall.

As can be seen, the largest single weight contributing to the discriminant
function is that of rhe Matural Science score. A univariate t test for large
samples performed on the Watural Science score showed thaﬁ the two groups
did not differ sigaificantly on this measure (t = 1.71; df = 402, p > .05).
Similarly, univariatg t tests or the other measures.failed to find significant
differences between the two groups. The t values for the first three measures
and the last three are, respectively, t = .97, t = =1.10, t = .63, € = 1,34,

t =-1,04, t = .84, All occur with a probability greater than .05.

Next, because of the possibility that actual or expected grades might
influence the rating of tﬁe course, an examination of the grades was necessary,
A comparison was undertaken of the grades that the students eXpectéd to receiQe
and the grades that were actually received,.for both semesters.':ﬂeither for
the spring (t = 1.87, df = 261, p > .05) nor for the fall (t = .33, df = 375,

p > .05) semester were there any sipnificant differences between actual and
expected grades. Also, there were no significant diffefences between the mean
actual grade for the fall and‘;he mean actual grade for the spring (t = 1.15,
df = 458, p > .65). However, the diff;rence between the mean expected grade of’

2.40, df = 178, p < .01).

it

the fall and of the spring was significant (t
Students enrolled in the spring expected to receive higher grades than those
enrolled in the fall.
Effects of Differential Instruction

To assesé the effects of the differential instructions, six subscale>

scores were computed for each individual (see Table 1). These were the
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dependent measures. A discriminant analysis was performed on the subscale
scores for the fall and spring semesters. The following discriminant function

was.obtained:

V (normalized) = .32779x; + .37955x; + .13438x3 ~ .26797x, + .41880x5 + .69515x¢

V (standardized) = 3.2459x} + 3.6416x, +. .89542x3 -~ 2.8117x, + 2.8176xs + 3.9003xg

The group means on the discriminant function are 4.62 for the fall and
5.01 for the spring. The ovefall F was significant (F = 3.47, df = 6,237,
p < .01). Individual t tests for large samples were performed for each of the
six separate subscale scores. All differences between the groups were significant
at the .01 level. The respective values of t are: t = 4.03, t = 3.99, t =
3.31, t = 3,49, ¢ = 2,55, t = 4.06.
Discussion

As was hypothesized, the students enrolled in the spring semester who
were informed that tihe course evaluation would be used for salary and
promotion consideration of the instructor, rated the course more favorably
than students enroiled in thé fall who were given the standard set of
instructions. ' Using a discriminant analysis, differences between the two
groups of students on ACT, SCAT and High School Percentile Rank just reached
significance at the .05 level while individual t tests proved nonsignificant,
Thus, differences between the groups are not believed to have contributed
practically or statistically to the differential evaluation of the instructor
and the course. Similarly, student eval:uf.ions were not influenced by actual
grades received, Although students in tk: spring expected to receive higher
grades than those who were registered :a the fall, the absolute magnitude

of difference (3.91 versus 3.64 on a 5 point scale) was very small and is



Aleamoni 10.
unlikely to have affected the rating of the instructor.

The importance of the finding that students who were informed of the
use of the evaluation for salary and promotion purposes rated the instructor
more highly is emphasized by the fact that the course evaluation %as higher
on each of the six subscores. Uhen this course was compared with other courses
at tine same 1evé1, other courses at the same institution, and other courses
across the United States that have employed the CEQ {For a description of the
different norms, see the CEQ manual (Aleamoni, 1972b).], the spring evaluation
for each of the subscales was seen to rise by an average of two deciles.

This study will need tc be replicated with other levels of courses
and other types of courses and with larger numbers of students before it
will be possible to peneralize about the effects of different sets of
instructions on course evaluation. However, the results do sSuggest that
the instructions and the information about the aims of a course evaluation
that students are provided prior to the completion of the evaluation are
important variables that will have fo be considered in future administrations

of any course evaluation.
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